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Preface 


This report contains the results of my research conducted over the last 
30 years and connected with four important problems of our past: 

1) the decipherment of the Easter Island (South Pacific) writing system, 

2) the decipherment of the Indus Valley (Mohenjo Daro and Harappa) script, 

3) the Dravidian axis: Mohenjo Daro - Easter Island (27N-27S), 

4) the relationship between old Eurasian languages spoken by racially different 
people and its implications. 

The aim of this report is to present in an easy but systematic way the set of 
graphic and linguistic facts supporting my conclusions. In other words this report 
presents a construction proving my conclusions. It should not be regarded as a 
description of the successive phases of my research because such a description 
has already been presented in one of my previous books,’’The Roots of Easter 
Island”, published by the University of Szczecin in 1995 [203]. The approach 
adopted in this report is justified by the fact of specific feed backs existing in the 
last years between the four main areas covered by this research (Eurasian 
languages, Mohenjo Daro and Easter Island Scripts, Dravidian axis: Mohenjo 
Daro - Easter Island). For instance, the results of my work connected with the 
Easter Island script enabled me to understand far better certain aspects of the 
Indus Valley (Mohenjo Daro) writing system. The results of my comparative 
research in the field of Eurasian languages enabled me to complete certain gaps 
and explain some doubts concerning the connection of the Easter Island script 
with the writing system of the Indus Valley civilization. Most part of the graphic 
and linguistic examples presented in this book are being published for the first 
time. I would like to ask the reader to answer the following question: are the 
graphic and linguistic examples, presented as arguments in support of my 
theories, negligible and coincidental, or should they make scientists revise in 

substantial measure their attitude to the prehistory of mankind? 

* * * 

About the author: Professor (title and post), Chair of Heuristics (Head), 
University of Szczecin, Poland. 
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